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1	  Internship	  at	  the	  National	  Coalition	  Against	  Censorship	  
From the 3rd of February until the 10th of April 2015 I did an internship at the 
National Coalition Against Censorship (NCAC) in New York City. The project I 
worked with during my internship was NCAC’s Arts Advocacy Program, which is the 
only American project that works directly with curators and artists facing censorship 
(NCAC, 2015). 
I saw the opportunity to take an internship in a different country as a great possibility 
to use my academic knowledge in a practical way. Furthermore I considered it as a 
chance to acquire knowledge of an organization from within; how an organization 
works on a daily basis and which tools they choose to work with. As an intern at 
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NCAC I accomplished several tasks in different working areas, which made me attain 
an improved understanding of the organization’s work. 
1.1	  NCAC	  
NCAC is an alliance of 50 non-profit organizations in the United States. These 
include artistic, educational, religious, literary, professional and civil liberties groups 
(NCAC, 2015A). The organizations have “[…] engaged in direct advocacy and 
education to support First Amendment principles” (NCAC, 2015A). As an example 
NCAC would engage in a censorship episode by writing a letter to the individual(s) in 
charge of the censorship, in an attempt of trying to convert the censors not to censor 
the specific artwork. NCAC’s work consists of several tasks, including assistance to 
“[…] students, teachers, librarians, parents and others opposing censorship in schools 
and libraries” (NCAC, 2015A), fighting censorship of art together with artists and 
curators, inform about First Amendment rights of the American Constitution and the 
responsibilities that follows as well as promoting policies and laws that respect First 
Amendment rights (ibid.). 
NCAC has seven main focuses: the Arts Advocacy Project, Higher Education, Youth 
Free Expression Program, Censorpedia: NCAC’s Wikipedia of Censorship History, 
Sex and Censorship, Free Expression Network and Science and Censorship (NCAC, 
2015B). At NCAC’s webpage the organization is described as doing national 
advocacy and local activism, and they describe that their mission “[…] is to promote 
freedom of thought, inquiry and expression and oppose censorship in all its forms.” 
(NCAC, 2015A). 
NCAC also report on censorship episodes on their webpage and social media, they 
arrange seminars about censorship and are constantly alert of new censorship cases. 
In the following chapter I will describe the most significant tasks that I was in charge 
of during my internship. 
1.2	  Internship	  description	  
During my internship at NCAC I assisted the Director of Programs, Svetlana 
Mintcheva. My work mainly consisted of in-depth research, writing and arranging 
events and the main issues that I researched were political art and censorship within 
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art. I arranged and assisted at the event of the celebration of Music Freedom Day, 
which was a collaboration between NCAC and Freemuse, a worldwide organisation 
that defends freedom of expression (Freemuse, 2008). Music Freedom Day is an 
annual event, which was established in 2007, that celebrates musicians and composers 
worldwide as well as supports persecuted, prosecuted and imprisoned musicians 
(Music Freedom Day, 2015). Since it’s beginning it has taken place in 36 countries 
(ibid.). My second main work task was writing blog posts for NCAC’s blog, where I 
completed lots of research on topics related to censorship, such as censored art 
projects, political art, copyright complexities, artwork that was considered racist and 
appropriation incidents. 
The second event I was part of was a seminar called “Curating Controversy”, which 
was held at New York University. The seminar was created for curators to discuss 
how they can work with controversial art and what curators can do when 
controversies occur due to an exhibition. The tasks of the seminar included 
preparation of the seminar; collecting information from all participants and speakers, 
create flyers, a webpage and gathering feedback from the participants. 
The third main work task was doing research for Censorpedia1, which is a webpage 
where NCAC gathers information and reports on cases regarding censorship 
internationally. In this database I described censorship cases, as well as collected 
what, when, why and where the accident had happened. 
The mandate of the internship was to gain an inductive approach of NCAC’s daily 
work in relation to political, cultural and religious censorship. Additionally I used the 
inductive method to use what I have gained empirically from the internship, and put it 
into perspective in this project. Furthermore the theory has been a way to 
problematize what I have learned during my internship as well as analysing the 
research question. At NCAC I used analytical and methodological tools to 
comprehend and challenge my work tasks, and during my internship I started 
questioning my research question. The tools for analysing the research question are 
therefore a combination of the practical knowledge I gained from the internship and 
theory. Prior to my internship I took an academic viewpoint on hate speech and 
freedom of expression, yet during my internship I gained empirical and analytical 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  Censorpedia has not yet been launched to the public (NCAC, 2015C). 
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knowledge of specific censorship cases as well as practical knowledge on how an 
organization works with censorship incidents. The academic and practical knowledge 
therefore contributed to a unique combination to analyse the research question. The 
combination of having academic knowledge, and use it in a practical way and then 
returning to an academic place, contributes to a versatile understanding of hate speech 
and freedom of expression. 
2	  Introduction	  
In the last 10 years three major incidents have occurred in relation to freedom of 
expression; the Danish cartoon controversy in 2005 and the terror attacks against 
Charlie Hebdo in January 2015 and at a meeting about freedom of speech and the 
synagogue in Copenhagen in February 2015 (Telegraph.co.uk, 2015A & Politiken, 
2015A). These particular incidents and the continuing controversial art, leads to the 
research question in this project: 
Does freedom of expression have limits? And what are the differences between 
freedom of expression and hate speech? 
In continuation of the research question, I have chosen to support with two questions: 
Is Dan Park’s artwork considered harmful in relation to the harm principle? And can 
his artwork be characterized as freedom of expression or hate speech? 
This project’s main goal is to analyse and discuss the research questions by using a 
specific case study. The conceptual debate I will engage with in this project is the 
case of Dan Park in Sweden and Denmark. It is an empirical case study, with an 
analytical viewpoint. This project is interdisciplinary, and touches upon juridical 
questions, political theory and human rights. As there are several angles to freedom of 
expression and hate speech, I have chosen to focus on the case of Park, which has 
touched upon both of these topics. This project’s focus is limited to only dealing with 
Europe, however the use of theory and empirical data makes this project nuanced, as I 
combine empirical knowledge from my internship with theory to comprehend the case 
of Park. 
In order to analyse the case of Park, I will start by explaining The Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) and the UN’s definition of hate speech. Then a 
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short description of the laws of freedom of expression, racism and racial hatred 
paragraph in Denmark and Sweden will follow. 
3	  Definitions	  
In Article 19 of UDHR freedom of expression is declared a human right (UN, 2015): 
“Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right includes 
freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek, receive and impart 
information and ideas through any media and regardless of frontiers” (UN, 2015). 
Moreover everyone shall have the same rights regardless of e.g. their ethnical 
background, sex, colour or religious beliefs (ibid.). Nevertheless the right to freedom 
of expression has restrictions, which includes no discrimination of people because of 
e.g. their religious beliefs or nationality (Ohchr, 2015). 
Hate speech is defined in Article 20 of The UN’s International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights, as the following: “2. Any advocacy of national, racial or religious 
hatred that constitutes incitement to discrimination, hostility or violence shall be 
prohibited by law.” (Ohchr, 2015). 
4	  Freedom	  of	  expression	  in	  Denmark	  and	  Sweden	  
In Denmark freedom of expression is a part of the Danish constitution, “§ 77 Any 
person shall be at liberty to publish his ideas in print, in writing, and in speech, 
subject to his being held responsible in a court of law. Censorship and other 
preventive measures shall never again be introduced.” (Statsministeriet.dk, 2015). 
Freedom of expression is a human right, but there are limits to how people can 
express themselves. The racism paragraph states the following about which limits one 
must comply: 
§266b: The racism paragraph 
"Any person who, publicly or with the intention of wider dissemination, makes a 
statement or imparts other information by which a group of people are threatened, 
insulted or degraded on account of their race, colour, national or ethnic origin or 
religion shall be liable to a fine or to imprisonment for any term not exceeding two 
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years. " (Johannessen, 1992: 140). 
In Swedish law freedom of expression is cited as the following: 
”Art.1. Every Swedish citizen is guaranteed the right under this Fundamental Law 
[…] publicly to express his or her thoughts, opinions and sentiments, and in general to 
communicate information on any subject whatsoever on sound radio, television […] 
and in films, video recordings, sound recordings and other technical recordings.” 
(wipo.int, 2015). 
As in Denmark there are also limits to what one can state in Sweden, the law is called 
“hets mot folkgrupp” (incitement to racial hatred): 
“8 § A person who by statement or communication spreads, threatens or expresses 
contempt of a national, ethnic or other such group of persons with reference to race, 
colour, national or ethnic origin, religious belief or sexual orientation, is sentenced to 
prison for racial hatred […]” (Riksdagen.se, 2015, own translation)2. 
5	  The	  controversy	  of	  Dan	  Park	  
On August 8 2014 the Swedish painter Dan Park was sentenced with 6 months of jail 
in Sweden3. He was convicted for hate speech and offensiveness to black and Roma 
people in nine of his paintings (SVT, 2014). One of the paintings showed “[…] three 
black men with nooses around their necks. Another showed Roma community leaders 
with text suggesting they condoned crime.” (The Guardian, 2014). Park’s exhibition 
took place at the gallery Rönnquist & Rönnquist4 in Malmö, which was then owned 
by Henrik Rönnquist, who is also the founder of Pegida in Sweden, which is an anti-
Muslim movement that was established in Germany in the fall of 2014 (SR, 2015). 
Park has been prosecuted several times, and has been sentenced of incitement to racial 
hatred three times before, prior to this sentence (SVT, 2014). 
The 22nd of October 2014 Park’s paintings were shown at the Danish Parliament in a 
coalition with Danish People’s Party (DF) and Trykkefrihedsselskabet (Berlingske, 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 See English explanation on page 227, paragraph 11: http://bit.ly/1JX3kQo 
3 The sentence was later reduced to 5 months of jail (SVT, 2014). 
4 Rönnquist received a suspended sentence and 150 fines for exhibiting Park’s paintings (SVT, 
2014A). Rönnquist was fined with 7500,- SEK (The Guardian, 2014). 
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2014), a union that believes that freedom of expression is endangered (Den Store 
Danske, 2015). His paintings were also to be exhibited not only for politicians and 
invited people, but also for the public. The artist Kristian von Hornsleth had made 
premises available at his gallery in Copenhagen for Park to use, but after vandalism 
occurred to the gallery, the exhibition was moved to the Danish Parliament 
(Berlingske, 2014A). After this exhibition the paintings ended up being showed in a 
basement in Copenhagen, in collaboration with Trykkefrihedsselskabet. This led to 
complaints from residents of the building and demonstrations outside of the exhibition 
(Berlingske, 2014B). 
6	  Methodology	  
The starting point of this project is a comparison of how Park’s paintings were met in 
the political and social landscape in Sweden and Denmark, and how unequally the 
two countries treated his artwork. In this project I have chosen the concepts of civil 
and social liberty and the harm principle, which was conceptualized by the British 
philosopher and political theorist John Stuart Mill (1806-1873) (Stanford, 2007), to 
examine his position in relation to freedom of expression and hate speech. 
Furthermore this project will analyse if Park’s artwork can be considered as harmful 
in relation to the harm principle. I have used the Danish racism paragraph in the 
Danish constitution and the Swedish incitement to racial hatred paragraph in the 
Swedish constitution, as well as the UN’s definition of hate speech and human rights 
in order to analyse the research question. I have chosen to analyse the Park case in 
relation to freedom of expression and hate speech, using Mill’s concepts and media 
articles, which has discussed the case. I have selected the Park case as it relates to the 
main working tasks that I was in charge of during my internship, as well as the 
unequal treatment of it in Denmark and Sweden. I have selected Professor of Political 
Science (Middlebury, 2015) Erik Bleich’s article “Freedom of Expression versus 
Racist Hate Speech: Explaining Differences Between High Court Regulations in the 
USA and Europe” to discuss the difference between hate speech and freedom of 
expression. This will lead to a discussion about whether freedom of expression has 
limits. 
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7	  Theory	  
In this chapter I will examine Mill’s principles of civil and social liberty and the harm 
principle. This will lead to a chapter, which includes my criticism of Mill’s theory, 
and chosen critics that has analysed his theory. 
7.1	  John	  Stuart	  Mill	  –	  Civil	  and	  social	  liberty	  
Mill defines civil and social liberty as “[…] the nature and limits of the power which 
can be legitimately exercised by society over the individual” (Mill, 1859: 6). Mill 
propagates the position of the state in chapter four, where he states that society is only 
authorized to use its power over behaviour that harms other people (Mill, 1859: 13). 
This will be further explained in the section of Mill’s harm principle. According to 
Mill there should be unconditional freedom to the behaviour of individuals at their 
own expense. Personal liberty therefore means that an individual does have freedom, 
but the freedom is at one’s own risk (Mill, 1859: 52). Mill explains individual liberty 
as the following: 
“[…] men should be free to act upon their opinions—to carry these out in their lives, 
without hindrance, either physical or moral, from their fellow-men, so long as it is at 
their own risk and peril.” (Mill, 1859: 52). 
This means that people may act, as they want, as long as they take responsibility of 
their actions. Nevertheless, Mill states that one individual has the same right as the 
majority of having an opinion (Mill, 1859: 18). This means that even though the 
individual has an opposing opinion to the majority, that individual still has the right of 
having a different opinion (ibid.). Furthermore Mill considers a person who dissent as 
being important as, “[…] truth would lose something by their silence” (Mill, 1859: 
46). By this Mill implies that diverse opinions are needed in order to establish “[…] a 
chance of fair play to all sides of the truth” (Mill, 1859: 46), which means that people 
can be right in their opinions regardless of their “role” in society. 
7.2	  Definition	  of	  the	  harm	  principle	  
According to Mill the harm principle includes the way in which the actions of an 
individual affects another individual (Mill, 1859: 13). Mill defines the harm principle 
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as, “[…] the only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over any 
member of a civilised community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others” (Mill, 
1859: 13) and that “[t]he only part of the conduct of any one, for which he is 
amenable to society, is that which concerns others” (Mill, 1859: 13). A limitation of 
an individual’s liberty should only be completed if an individual harms other people, 
according to Mill (Mill, 1859: 52). Mill clarifies that people should not use their 
liberty to annoy other people, “[t]he liberty of the individual must be thus far limited; 
he must not make himself a nuisance to other people.” (Mill, 1859: 52). Thereby Mill 
states that an individual should be regulated if the individual causes trouble to other 
people. On the other hand, Mill believes that an individual has the right to express 
their opinion in for example a closed group: 
“[…] there are many acts which, being directly injurious only to the agents 
themselves, ought not to be legally interdicted, but which, if done publicly, are a 
violation of good manners, and coming thus within the category of offences against 
others, may rightly be prohibited. Of this kind are offences against decency; on which 
it is unnecessary to dwell […]” (Mill, 1859: 90). 
There is a clear distinction between the public and private sphere. An example of this 
is explained in the following; a person who is in a radical right-wing group is allowed 
to express their critical opinion about Muslims within the right-wing group. But if the 
person expresses the same opinion in front of Muslims at e.g. the religious holiday 
Eid, this would not be accepted in the harm principle. 
One must only act against the actions of an individual if those actions affect other 
people (Mill, 1859: 13). According to Mill the harm principle includes the freedom of 
the individual, however freedom of the individual includes responsibility to other 
people (ibid.). An individual “[…] who receives the protection from society […]” 
(Mill, 1859: 69) has responsibility due to the rules of law of what is seen as damage to 
other people (ibid.). This means that the harm principle can be explained as the 
individual having freedom with responsibility. An individual cannot exclude the 
significance of other people in relation to their own actions. Mill states “[i]f any one 
does an act hurtful to others, there is a prima facie case for punishing him, by law, or, 
where legal penalties are not safely applicable, by general disapprobation”. (Mill, 
1859: 14). If the actions of an individual only affect themselves, then society should 
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not stop the individual (Mill, 1859: 69f). Therefore there is a distinction between the 
private and public sphere, and a difference between the ways one should act in the 
two spheres. 
7.3	  Critique	  of	  the	  harm	  principle	  
To apprehend a greater critique of the harm principle, I have chosen theorists that 
have criticized the concept. In this section there will be a short description of who 
took on Mill’s theory and developed it as well as the main critiques there has been of 
Mill, hereby what he is missing in his theoretical concept. 
In On Liberty Mill never develops a precise definition of what he means by harm, 
therefore it is not clear whether Mill considers harm as hurting another person 
physically and/or psychologically. Furthermore Mill states that some actions are a 
violation of good manners5 if they are done in public, which can be interpreted as Mill 
actually seeing some acts as offensive, without creating a clear definition of the acts. 
One of Mill’s critics was James Fitzjames Stephen (1829-1894), an English political 
philosopher and the author of the book Liberty, Equality, Fraternity (Online Library 
of Liberty, 2015). Stephen criticized Mill’s principles through the book and developed 
a critique of Mill’s principles on liberty and harm (Online Library of Liberty, 2015). 
Stephen’s critique will not be entirely unfolded here; instead chosen parts of his 
critique will be included in the following. The central part of Stephen’s critic is that 
he advocates for a different kind of liberty, which could be understood as a stricter 
interpretation of liberty than Mill’s. Stephen claims that, “Mr. Mill has stated a theory 
which is very far indeed from the truth, and which, if generally accepted, might 
hereafter become a serious embarrassment to rational legislation.” (Stephen, 1991: 
75). Stephen argued against Mill’s thesis that each person are masters of their own life 
as long as what they do, does not harm other people (Stephen, 1967: 65). Stephen was 
critical of Mill’s thought on liberty as Stephen believed there should be limitations to 
liberty within a society, and he stated that criminal law is crucial for a society, as well 
as moral is needed (Stephen, 1991: 144, 151 & 155). 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 See page 11 in this project. 
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The English congregational minister Joseph Parker (1830-1902) (Jasongoroncy, 2008) 
also criticized Mill. Parker’s main concern of Mill’s harm principle is how harm is 
defined. In the beginning of Parker’s book Mill On Liberty, a critique he states “What 
is meant by “prevent harm to others”? What kind of “harm”? is it moral “harm,”? or 
physical “harm” that is meant? There is much diversity of opinion as to what 
constitutes “harm”” (Parker, 1865: 4). 
A third criticism is by the British philosopher John N. Gray (1948) (Goodreads, 2015) 
who interpreted Mill in his paper John Stuart Mill: Traditional and Revisionist 
Interpretations, where Gray argues that “We have yet to discover what, according to 
Mill, is in fact morally wrong […]” (Gray, 1979: 6). Gray elaborates by explaining 
that in On Liberty “Mill clearly means that unless "harm to others" can be prevented, 
there is no reason at all for any limitation of liberty.” (Gray, 1979: 6). 
8	  Analysis	  
In the following chapter I will examine the varied opinions towards Park’s artwork in 
Sweden and Denmark. The analysis will examine one part of the research question; Is 
Dan Park’s artwork considered harmful in relation to the harm principle? And can 
his artwork be characterized as freedom of expression or hate speech? The analysis 
starts by examining whether Park’s artwork can be considered as being harmful in 
relation to the harm principle. This will lead to an analysis of whether Park’s artwork 
can be interpreted as hate speech or freedom of expression. Furthermore the analysis 
will examine the use of minorities in his artwork, and finally an analysis of two 
articles that discuss Park’s artwork in relation to freedom of expression. The first 
article is from the Danish newspaper Politiken and the second article is by Article 19. 
8.1	  Dan	  Park	  and	  the	  harm	  principle	  
From Mill’s perspective, Park would be characterized as the outsider, the individual 
with a different opinion than the majority (Mill, 1859: 18). Mill stated that humans 
had the right to express their opinions freely, nevertheless he advocated for freedom 
of expression with responsibility (Mill, 1859: 13), so Park would have to take 
responsibility for his artwork according to the harm principle. But because Mill did 
not define harm clearly, the condition of Park’s artwork in relation to the harm 
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principle is complex. His paintings and street art has led to demonstrations, a prison 
sentence and critical opinions (SVT, 2014 & Berlingske, 2014B), which means that 
he cannot be justified as being only a provocative artist, but has also been proclaimed 
as being offensive. However, as earlier stated Mill believed that an individual and the 
majority had the same right of having an opinion, which could mean that Park had the 
right to his opinion. Mill stated that: 
“[…] [I]f any opinion is compelled to silence, that opinion may, for aught we can 
certainly know, be true. To deny this is to assume our own infallibility. Secondly, 
though the silenced opinion be an error, it may, and very commonly does, contain a 
portion of truth […] (Mill, 1859: 50). 
This specific quote is particularly interesting in relation to Park’s artwork, as it would 
mean that by censoring Park one might have censored a fragment of truth. Park has 
stated himself that the idea of his artwork is “[…] criticising political correctness 
[…]” (Politiken, 2014: 00:06-00.07, own translation) and to critical voices he states 
that “[…] the idea that my posters is motivating violence, I can only say no to, the 
only violence it motivates against is violence against me in this case” (Politiken, 
2014: 00.30-00.35, own translation). Park’s artwork has offended people, but it is not 
clear whether the intention of his artwork was to provoke or offend; yet this has been 
a consequence, which will be elaborated in the following. 
8.2	  Hate	  speech	  or	  freedom	  of	  expression?	  
As previously mentioned Mill never concludes whether the harm principle includes 
both physical and psychological harm 6 , however Park has harmed people 
psychologically; Monika Kaldaras, “[…] founder of the Roma Cultural centre in 
Malmö […] (SVT, 2014) and the representative of the African Swedish National 
Association, Jallow Momodou have felt discriminated by Park’s artwork 
(Sydsvenskan, 2014). Kaldaras has said about Park’s artwork that “[…] This kind of 
images should not exist […]” (SVT, 2014, own translation), and Momodou has stated: 
“To call Dan Park’s racist work “art” is to underestimate and to reduce people’s 
ability to understand what to regard as art or not. Racism remains racism no matter 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 See page 12 in this project. 
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[…] how it is packaged, electrical cabinet, in a gallery or at the parliamentary 
chamber. It is not less racist or offensive because it is called “art”” (afrope.se, 2014, 
own translation). 
It is not possible to know what Park’s intention of his artwork was, as the real 
intention might be different than the one stated publicly. Park states himself that “I 
criticize the political correctness, that certain things should not be said […] [s]o you 
could say that I am struggling against power” (Politiken, 2014: 00.15-00.20 and 
00.26, own translation). 
Park put up his street art in public spaces in Malmö, Sweden (The Local, 2014), 
which meant that the receiving end of his expression was the public, including black 
and Roma people. As earlier mentioned, Mill claimed that an action done in the 
private sphere may harm people in public, and is therefore not allowed (Mill, 1859: 
90). People who saw his paintings could automatically develop an opinion to his art; 
therefore his artwork can be comprehended as being public harm in relation to the 
harm principle. 
Park explains his artwork as follows, “[…] my art is about criticizing political 
correctness and anti-racism has become the new norm, as it controls everything in 
media” (Politiken, 2014: 00.04-00.11, own translation). Park’s artwork can be 
categorised as causing ‘incitement to racial hatred’, as his paintings show critical and 
discriminatory representations including black and Roma people7. It could also be 
interpreted as hate speech according to the UN’s definition of the concept, but one 
challenge is the UN’s use of the word “advocacy”8 in their definition (Ohchr, 2015). 
Is Park advocating for racial or religious hatred? There is not a clear answer to this 
question; nevertheless one can argue that his paintings ridicule specific nationalities, 
and according to the UN it is forbidden to discriminate people because of their 
nationality (ibid.). 
There were several well-known people in Denmark that welcomed Park’s artworks 
including politicians, one of them Rasmus Jarlov from the Conservative Party and the 
artist Kristian Von Hornsleth who encouraged Park to exhibit his paintings in his 
gallery (Berlingske, 2014A). Politicans’ carry an ethical weight in relation to a 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 See appendix 1. 
8 See UN’s definition of hate speech on page 7 in this project. 
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country’s social and political landscape, therefore the decision DF made of exhibiting 
Park at the “home of democracy”; the Danish Parliament was an ethical decision. It 
could send a signal to Danish citizens that Park’s artwork is accepted by the Danish 
democracy, and that Park is using his right to freedom of expression. Furthermore the 
exhibiters understood his paintings as freedom of expression, and therefore important 
to show in public (Berlingske, 2014A). Even though politicians are individuals with 
personal opinions, they are in a position to e.g. accept or reject Park’s artwork on 
behalf of the Danish democracy and the population. 
As earlier mentioned Mill defines the harm principle as the only way power can be 
exercised lawfully, because it prevents harm to other people9. In the Swedish case of 
Park it could be interpreted as the society using their power to prevent Park from 
showing his artwork in public, as the consequence could be that it would harm people. 
According to Swedish law there are limits to freedom of expression, an individual is 
not allowed to draw or state anything they want. In the case of Park one could argue 
that Sweden and Denmark interpreted the national and international laws differently. 
The Swedish district court chose to take down the paintings from the exhibition, as 
they interpreted Park’s artwork as being offensive (SVT, 2014), whereas Denmark 
didn’t comprehend his artwork as violating laws. It is a matter of opinion whether one 
interprets Park’s artwork as being harassment to specific nationalities, as racist or 
even harmful. 
In relation to UDHR the paintings could be interpreted as harmful, as the UN’s 
declaration contains restrictions that includes no discrimination of people because of 
their nationality. The paintings could be analysed as harmful, and as hate speech as it 
designate specific people as being invective and therefore possibly encourage racial 
hatred. Mill argues that an individual should not use their liberty to be a nuisance to 
other people (Mill, 1859: 52). Park has been a nuisance to people because of his 
artwork, which has provoked and choked people (SVT, 2014, Berlingske, 2014B & 
Politiken, 2014), as his artwork points out specific ethnic groups in a critical way. 
Nevertheless the paintings harmed people psychologically and not physically, 
therefore there is a possibility that Mill wouldn’t have considered Park’s artwork as 
harm. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9 See page 11 in this project. 
	   17	  
8.3	  The	  complexity	  of	  Dan	  Park	  
The issue of Park is more complex than his artwork. Park has a position of a white 
Swedish artist who portrays minorities, so there is a power relation, where Park is the 
person with power, as he is able to exhibit and show his artwork. Park uses the ethnic 
minority group of Roma in his artwork, that doesn’t necessarily have a strong voice in 
Sweden; therefore he could offend as well as contribute to a negative impression of 
Roma. In Sweden the foremost people who has complained of Park’s artwork have 
been Roma and black people. The history of black people includes a long list of 
incidents of racism, segregation and racial discrimination, including slavery, the white 
supremacist group Ku Klux Klan whose “[…] original mandate [was], to reverse the 
equality granted African–Americans […]” (terrorism.about.com, 2015) and apartheid 
in South Africa, where the political and social system was racially separated and 
black and white people did not have equal political and economical rights 
(infoplease.com & Merriam-Webster, 2015). The Roma also carry a history of 
discrimination, Roma doesn’t have their own country, and they have faced racial 
discrimination and racism in Europe through decades (Socialwatch.eu, 2010). In 2010 
Amnesty International stated that “Millions of Roma still live in informal settlements 
with no or inadequate sanitation, startlingly high levels of unemployment and limited 
access to healthcare services.” (Socialwatch.eu, 2010), and that Roma find it hard to 
integrate while continuing their own cultural identities (Socialwatch.eu, 2010). 
Therefore there is a clear distinction between Park and black and Roma minorities. 
They have completely different backgrounds, and a diverse history; therefore one 
cannot compare the two minorities and Park either in social or political contexts. 
Therefore it is important to analyse Park’s artwork in relation to history, and in 
relation to critical voices. He uses historical episodes, and has been seen as insulting 
to specific people, so his artwork cannot be seen only as provocative, but according to 
specific people also characterizes as racial hatred. 
8.4	  An	  offensive	  interpretation?	  
In the next part of the analysis I have chosen two articles that discuss Park’s artwork 
in relation to freedom of expression. The first article is from Politiken, which includes 
interviews with media personalities about whether they felt offended by Park’s 
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paintings and the second article is by Article 19, which critically discusses the case of 
Park in Sweden. 
The first person Politiken interviewed is lawyer Jacob Mchangama, who stated “One 
can find plenty of racist images and comments online, and it does not offend me at all 
being an individual with African blood in my veins” (Politiken, 2014A) and he 
elaborates that: 
“I would probably be offended if you walked up on me on the street and shouted: 
‘You’re a black bastard’. But I do not interpret Dan Park’s art as 1:1-racism. I feel 
more offended that the spokesman of African Swedish National Association, 
Momodou Jallow, […] thinks he can speak on behalf of all black people. Violation is 
deeply subjective, and therefore one cannot use it legally.” (Politiken, 2014A, own 
translation). 
Based on Mchangama’s statement Park has a right to exhibit his artwork, without 
restrictions. Mchangama is known for being a liberal debater (Politiken, 2013), which 
correlates with his statement; that Park doesn’t offend him. Jallow on the other hand 
offends him, as he according to Mchangama believes that he is in a position to 
criticize on behalf of all black people. This shows Mchangama’s liberal base that one 
person shouldn’t be allowed to decide a view on behalf of everyone. Instead people 
should be free to have their own thoughts, regardless of belonging to e.g. a specific 
ethnic origin. It should be up to the individual to judge. 
Vincent Fella Hendricks who is a professor in philosophy claim that: 
“On behalf of mankind I don’t think it’s a particularly good idea to show people with 
nooses around their necks regardless of skin color and religion, but as an individual 
Dan Park doesn’t infringe me, although I’m half white, half black” (Politiken, 2014A, 
own translation). 
Hendricks views Park in a different perspective than Mchangama. He disagrees with 
Park’s presentation of black people, but he doesn’t feel provoked by his artwork on an 
individual level. Mchangama and Hendricks agree that Park has the right to exhibit 
his artwork, but Hendricks criticizes the way Park presents black people on behalf of 
humanity, as he is critical towards his artwork. Mchangama accepts Park as an artist, 
whereas Hendricks dissociate from him. 
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The second article is from the art and culture forum Hyperallergic, which criticizes 
Sweden’s handling of the Park case. The writer of the article, Morten Høi Jensen 
states that: 
“[s]adly, the Swedish government took the bait; they foolishly legitimized, so to 
speak, his knowing provocations by giving him what he seemingly wanted: 
martyrdom (why else would he choose not to appeal the verdict?)” (Hyperallergic, 
2014). 
Jensen argue that the censoring of Park, has censored Park’s critics, “[…] by 
censuring Dan Park the Swedish government is also, to an extent, censuring his critics 
— since one cannot respond to or criticize something that has been deemed unfit for 
public viewing.” (Hyperallergic, 2014). Jensen clearly states that he is not a “fan” of 
his artwork, “[t]o be sure, Park’s collages are disgusting and offensive.” 
(Hyperallergic, 2014). Jensen has got two very interesting points; the first one is that 
Park has been given martyrdom. Park is in a position of being a martyr for freedom of 
expression, as he has been imprisoned for his artwork, which possibly hasn’t been the 
intention. Furthermore Jensen claims that critics get ‘censored’ because of the 
government’s decision of censoring Park’s artwork. One could argue that Jensen’s 
interpretation of the case is correct, as critical opinions tend to not have the same 
value, when an artwork already is censored. As the resistance is against already 
censored art, a critical viewpoint may not be as strong as if politicians or the court 
accepted the artwork. 
9	  Discussion	  
This chapter will discuss the difference between hate speech and freedom of 
expression in relation to Bleich’s article on the subjects. In the discussion I will 
examine the remaining research questions; Does freedom of expression have limits? 
And what are the differences between freedom of expression and hate speech? 
On the basis of the analysis it can be concluded that hate speech is a way of 
criticizing, denigrating and demoting another person on behalf of their ethnic 
background, religious belief, the colour of their skin or their sexual orientation. It is a 
way of criticizing people, which is extremely personal and discriminating towards the 
victim. Freedom of speech includes the right to express one’s feelings and ideas 
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freely, but with restrictions, which includes not violating people on behalf of e.g. their 
ethnic background or religious beliefs, which differs it from hate speech. There can be 
a fine balance between hate speech and freedom of expression, but the major 
difference is that hate speech actually violates another person by using hatred. 
Freedom of expression is a way of using the capacity of the right to speak out about 
politics, society, religion, economy etc., without promoting or defending hatred. It is 
ways of expressing oneself freely without crossing the line towards hate speech. 
Bleich describes hate speech as a serious act of danger in Europe, “In most European 
jurisdictions, inciting racial hatred is viewed as a danger that may be penalised, even 
if it amounts to no more than a book that questions Holocaust.” (Bleich, 2013: 2). 
Bleich’s analysis of Europe fits well on Sweden, where Park’s art was interpreted as 
inciting to racial hatred and there were actual episodes where people felt disgusted by 
his artwork. On the basis of this it can be concluded that Park crossed a line in 
Sweden while using his freedom of expression. 
To clarify the meaning of racial hatred Bleich use one of the key articles (article 4), 
from “[…] the UN’S 1965 International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms 
of Racial Discrimination” (Bleich, 2013: 9) that both Sweden and Denmark has 
signed (treaties.un.org, 2015). It states:  
“condemn all propaganda and all organisations which are based on ideas or theories 
of superiority of one race or group of persons of one colour or ethnic origin, or which 
attempt to justify or promote racial hatred and discrimination in any form.” (Bleich, 
2013: 9). 
As mentioned before freedom of expression has restrictions, one is not allowed to 
portray or propagate e.g. ethnic groups in a demeaning way. For some people his 
artwork was considered as hate speech and not freedom of expression. Whether 
Park’s artwork characterizes as propaganda, is a question of personal judgement. As 
stated earlier there were people who condemned him of being discriminating towards 
specific ethnic groups and that he is promoting racial hatred, so some may agree that 
his artwork is propaganda. Park spreads his artwork by e.g. posters, and if one 
interprets it as using hateful references or language, then his artwork can be analysed 
as propaganda, which is not allowed according to the UN’s article 4. 
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9.1	  The	  limits	  of	  freedom	  of	  expression	  
Freedom of expression does have limits; one is not allowed to express anything 
completely explicit. There are rules to what one can state or draw. One could use the 
harm principle, by saying that one can state what they want in the private sphere, but 
when one expresses the same statement in public, it can harm people, and is therefore 
not allowed. Bleich concludes that "[i]n most European countries, it is against the law 
to assert in public that a racial, ethnic or religious group is to be feared or hated, and 
in many countries illegal to say that the Holocaust never happened.” (Bleich, 2013: 
15). 
In Sweden there were clear restrictions regarding Park’s artwork, whereas Denmark’s 
balance between freedom of expression and hate speech regarding this case is unclear, 
as he was seen as using his right to freedom of expression and wasn’t met with same 
dissociation. So Park reached the limit of freedom of expression in Sweden, whereas 
his artwork was seen as freedom of expression in Denmark. A problem that societies 
as Sweden and Denmark are yet to face is the balance between freedom of expression 
and hate speech, which causes questions such as; when is an artwork crossing the 
line? And when is an artwork promoting hatred or just showing a critical artistic 
expression? Freedom of expression has limits, as there are national paragraphs on 
racism and freedom of expression and the UN’s international law on freedom of 
expression and hate speech, which one has to comply when either making e.g. an 
artwork or a public speech. There are limits to what one can express, but the balance 
between freedom of expression and hate speech is a matter of defining and 
interpreting laws. Freedom of expression does have limits, as Park was sentenced to 
prison for incitement to racial hatred; and therefore his artwork came to serve as an 
example of hate speech. Additionally one can claim that his artwork use specific 
historical events in a provocative way10. No matter what opinion one has of his 
artwork, he uses statements, which can be claimed as being racist or degrading 
towards specific ethnic groups. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 See appendix 1. 
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10	  Conclusion	  
The aim of this project was to analyse freedom of expression in relation to hate 
speech. In the analysis I examined whether Park’s artwork could be considered 
harmful in relation to the harm principle and if his artwork could be characterized as 
freedom of expression or hate speech. In order to analyse the questions, I used Mill’s 
harm principle. The analysis concluded that Mill might not characterize his artwork as 
hate speech, as Mill does not define if harm is meant as physical or psychological 
harm. Nevertheless Park could be considered as doing public harm, as there were 
examples of people who interpret his artwork as being racist. There were indications 
that Park’s artwork could be understood as hate speech, for example his 
representations of minorities can be seen as discriminative and his way of using 
historical episodes as demeaning. Nevertheless there were examples of people who 
did not feel discriminated by his artwork. The discussion started by examining the 
limits of freedom of expression, which exists on the basis of national and international 
law. The main difference between freedom of expression and hate speech was 
concluded as being the fine balance between using one’s freedom of expression to 
share one’s thoughts to actually hurting people, by using hate speech. 
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Appendix 1 
 
Dan Park’s street art, which includes Jallow Momodou: 
http://www.entartetekunst.dk/2014/09/23/hang-on-afrofobians/. 
Dan Park’s street art, which includes Monika Kaldaras: 
http://www.entartetekunst.dk/2014/09/23/zigeunerforbrydelser-er-noget-godt/ 
Dan Park’s blog: http://bloggis.se/danpark 
Dan Park’s street art: http://bloggis.se/danpark/120420 
